JFK aasasaination' records appeals - Edward Jo Epstein 



Lone overdue is respon:jo to iiqt appeal from denial of my request rolatine to the 
information the FBI gave Edward J, Epstein for -his book that during its preparation 
was roorcaniacd and appeared under the title Legeivl; The Secret World of Lew 
The book was financed » published and expensively promoted by Readers l^lgeatf which for 
years has had a special "in” with the FBI. Records I have obtain leave no doubt that the 
FBI used the %aders Digest to turn the Ray/Klng case entirely around, likewise Epstein 
has been an apologist for the FBI. Evidence of its secret help to him is visible in 
of his .ork not mentioned in those records not still withheld from the FBIHQ records 
made available to fee as^a result of C.A. 77-2155, the general FBIHQ releases. Attorney 
General Mitchell was so fully aware of this and so much in accord with it that ho once 
proooted some of Epstein's forthcoming writing on coas^tfto-coast TV, 

Epstein's political views, visible from his college— days writings, were congenial 
to the Hoover philosophy in the FBI and the Anglotoni.-m perspective within the CIA, 
Special vill a i n s in hio first book are Cliief Justice Warren and J, I«e Rankin, both 
regarded as liberal Re publicans# 

His anii^arrison woiic has bhe unusual hisj:ory of* first* appeaj^Lng as as magazine 
article and then bcdji^ inflated into a book^ not as a pre— publication condensation# ^t, 
of course, was not unwelcome to the PHI. 

Tliat history has since overtaken and rewrittesn Epstein* s defense of the FBI 

with regard to its campEdgns against black activists has been neither a scholarly nor 
coujnerciol impediment to Epstein's financial success or his literary ventures# Knowledge 
of Cointelpro, rather than huiddng Epstein by having him regarded as a sycophant ^ resulted 
instead in his selection for the well-paid job he did in Legend # 

Jn t)ds work, in his appearances and in several lengthy interviews, particularly 
in unusual ones in ^ew York magazine, Epstein disclosed receiving special assistance, 
under and outside of POIA, from the FBI, CIA and National Archives# All have refused my 
POIA requests relating to this assaosinatance, particularly for copies of the records 
provided to liijn# In all cases I made prior requests for the identical information that 



was then and since "has been witJiheld by all the agencies involved* 

What in unusual about the Mew York interviews is that they greatly reduced the 
"ewclusive" value of the pre-publication rights of Readers Digest magasdne. The value 
is in the exclusiveness. Yet in this case the ^ew York issues appeared before the Digest 
condensations* ' 

As propaganda thxs is effective* As commcrical operation it is disastcrous to the 

owner of the condensation righto, which have been "acooijcd*" 

tiin-! t)m concipt for tho book coincides witli the ilourie invoatigation, '*‘n its 

earliest days the direction of tho ilouae investigation was not entirely predictable* 

Prom those asuociated with it, Members and others, all indications were that the com- 

mLttee would go ape on conspiracy thcoilos. All indications also were that tlie committee 

would focus on the FBI and CIA, especially as somehow involved with Oswald and thus as 

involved in conspiracies and tlie assassination itself. 

There is no reason not to credit reports tliat the Readers digest advancdl a half 

million dollars prior to publication for this project* All indications are that Epstein 

spent money as though not to would result in criminal clvirges against him* 

All the Pm records I've seen ip the general releases cialce it clear that the FBI 

did make an exception of its pose of detachment and "no conment" with Epstein. There are 

a number of other cases of the gencratidin of phoney paper to cover assistance given to 

writers wra whn could be expected to write what the FBI wanted and did. While tlda false 

paper could be producetl to make it appear- that no help was given by the FBI there are 

other records proving that in fact the FBI did give such help to these approved writers, 

(Several are included in C.A.75-1996, where the FBI merely swore falsely to tho Court*) 

Eps-tein appears to be a-typical in a special way: he exposed a major FBI Soviet in-telli- 

and 

gence operative within the United States, describing him as "Fedora" mnt as a double agent* 
Whether or not connected, immediately after this Arkady Schevchenko defected from his 
high UN post, asked for and received political assylum and was soon exposed as the recipient 
of extraordinary U.S, funding that extended to rather expensive female companionship* 



J 



Epstein began'with the preconception that is identical with the PBI*s* The FBI»s 
is represented by its captioning of the uase as "Internal Security-Russiat” prior to 
any real investigation. 

The origin of Epstein's project coincides with the special FBI problem coming from the 
lealcLng of its long-held secret, that Oswald had gone to the Dallas FBI office and left 
what all accounts have as a threatening note. As my prior appeals show, even the fact of 
this was withheld from the Presidential Commission. The suppression, the conspiracy of 
silence, extended to FDIIIQ, where the facts were known. 

This llosty flap, however, tended to credit reports that Oswald had had some iHnH of 
FBI role. 

Then there was the House committee whose creation appeared likely and whose course 
at the outset made it certain that the federal intelligence and investigative agencies 
would be of special interest to it. 

So Epstein/Readers Digest came along with this book tliat was intended to show that 
OswAld, rather than beiriij an American operative, was a KGB plant end that thus the KGB 

JL 

really killed the American President. This is the thrust of the book and the extensive 
promotioriR. (Effective i/romotions always reach mqre people tlian books do.) 

George DeMohrencchildt left the first part of an interview with Epstein and blew 
his brains out. There was a widespread mythology that deMolirenschiidt was a KGB agent, 
allegedly Oswald’s "baby sitter." Epstein was so well financed he could pay $5,000 for 
this interview. Me boiists or hundreds of interviews all over the world. 

The certainty that Epstein had the official help of which he boasted is established 
by the content of the botjk, the condensation, the p^ubliohed interviews and other promo- 
tional operations. I am familiar with the available information and have Icxig sought and been 
denied r^ords the content of which Epstein used. 

ftopies of all the relevant FBI records ^ have found in the general releases are 



attached. They cannot be all. 
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The oiuginal title of the book was "The Legend of I«e ^arvey Oswald," A facaljidle 
of the cover appears along with this in Advance advertising in the trade preaa. The 
publication date then was given os October 1977» at a price of *15.25 for 320 pagea. 

All of this was changed and the book was delayed and rewritten after Epstein received 
his federal help and turned his federal helpers around, 

Epstein's are An^etonian beliefs, Angletonian beliefs are not United to the SIA 
of to those who left the CIA along with Ang^eton, 

The book tliat finally emerged cudgles the CIA ao Angletm would have Uked, It is 
hurtful to the PHI and it does appear to have been hurtful to actual PHI intelligence 
operations. These are tho, kinds of matters I have never found the FBI to avoid. The 
exposure of a prime intelligence source, real or unreal, would not be avoided in PHI 
files. It would be a major interest to the FBI and the subject of internal Inquiry, 

X 

In fact, to my knowledge, it also was of interest to the Senate Intelligence ''omnd.ttee, 
®y this I mean first-person knowledge, 

X 

This also requires the existonce of records that remain withheld from me, 

ttiilo the revised book did not appear until shortly after the release of the PHIHQ 
records, my Epstein request was much later, following publication. Moreover, from prior 

A 

experience and from copies of records in my possession ^ there is every reason to believe 
that the FJil had access to and created records relating/to the original book^ the one 
■cheduled for publication long before the FBIHQ general releases. 

The FBI long has had its own means of obtaining av^iance copies and long has gone 
over advance copies provided by authors and publishers ^ while presenting a contrary* 
public version of complete detachment. 

As I have already informed you the FBI has special "library" facilities, special 
files for such matters, and iLs own means of not retrieving existing records and finding 
only the opccieilly created paper that reflects other than its public relations/operational 
realities. 

With regard to my actual request, withholding is total. The request was rejected. 

^ repeat you have not. acted on this now ancient appeal. 



Few as are the records included in the general releases they do disclose that Ejsteln 
and the Readers Digest did receive special consi deration# They disclose that the PHI 
looked on the project with favor and did assist it# 

Tho notations added aften arc not legible# One on the first record^ a Not ^corded 
one of 1/20/76, indicates something special about filing at the lower right-hand cornier 
of the first page# 

Jt also refers to a ^igest executive who W€U 3 author of a big puff piece for the FBI 
and CIA, *^ohn Barron, author of the book KGB # I have road the book# It clearly comes from 
FBI and CIA records still withheld from others# 

Barit)n was ^ven personal access to Yuri Nosenko# % Nosneko inforniation requests 



remain without response after some years# 

Ids record leaves no doubt about the friendly relationship between the FBI and tho 
Digest and its personnel# It is explicit here as in many other records# This is not limited 
to thoco attached hereto. I note this also as a special aspect of this appeal# The same 
FBI that deliberately violated the law of tho land to totally ignore my requests and then 
not to comply with them goes out of its way to be helpful to another, albeit a sycophant, 
and to a publication by means of which the FBI pould and did* engag^ in modia manipulation 

A 

and influence what the Congress could know and do# This is contrary to the purposes of the Act# 
Elliptically the second page recoiunends helping Epstein on the ground that because 
"of continued interest on the part of the news media# #• a book dealing factually (sic) 
with the Assassination, as well as the rumors and conjectures which persist, would serve 
a worl^hlle purpose #" 

Orwell could not have out it better# From the original concept Epstein* s was and was 
intended to be a conjectural work# It is one of the least factual of the seriously regarded 
books on the assassination and practises the ^teration of fact when actuality is uncongenial 
with the conjectures# (So you can better understand t)iis, althou^ Oswald's passport is 
published in facsimile by the ^cxnmis':ion, in order to make what could not happen appear to 
have happened - tliat Oswtild got from ^ondifon to Relsinki within the passport-limited times - 
Epstein mcij-ely has Oswald leaving Londcai a day earlier than the pasajport shows# His 
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citation of alle^^d proof is to non-existing^ records rfether than the passport record.) 

While the F12E rulunes to speak to most writers and X re-^mphasize rofuses to comply 
with my FOIA requests, here it recomraendo "that Epstein should feel free to contact us." 
Tlie Kesoarch Section is to be advised. Research Section of the FBI if he is not to be 
given help, "research"? 

Director Kelley approved. 

T}jere is no doubt that help was not to be limited to what wels published by the 
Warren Comiaission or was in the New York ^imes. For this Epstein did not need the PHI and 
its own selection of its "Research Section." 

According *o the next recordi, Serialized ille^bly, dated 2/3/76, Epstein and as 
research as: istant Fain ‘^utler met with a number of FBI people on January 27. These 
Include the addressee, Mr. Iteore and two SAs whose names are withheld. This is not a 
privacy vdthholding, This is a withholding to hide the identifications of FBI Sis who 
were part of a propaganda activity and who have special knowledge that could be useful 
in what the PHI wants to avoids compliance with my requests and the production of records 
it thus far has succeeded in not producing. There could not be any agents whose identifi- 
cations are more important in complying with my special Epstein request and appeal. Of 
course I ap^ieal all such name withlioldingn and again remind you that this is directly 
contrary to Director Kelley* s written statement of policy, that no FBI names be withheld 
in hiJitorical-case records. I also remind you that ^ do not recall receiving a sin^e 
unexpurgated pioce of F.H \xiVor since sending you a copy of this letter by Director Kelley. 

If the obliterated name at the bottom of the first page is that of the actual author 
of the memo that name a»Ulitionally in i/afxjrtont in terms of obtaining compliance with 
my informati>pn request. 

legible notation refers to a memo I do not see in the records 1 have, of ^4/76. 

I do not know whether tJiis i.s accidental or v/hether the record is in a different file, 
liio also is true of another notation, on page three, referring to a 2/\S memo. Between the 
time I reviewed those records and liad copies made for you and now 1 have had a few health 
problems and ray i^coliection may not be dependable. If 1 have but did not make copies I 
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will irifomi yotu 

Pa^e 2 makes it deer to anyone familiar with typical FBI ellipsis that a decision to 

help Epotoin was made and that help was or would be offered or both# The areas of Epstein* s 

then 

alleged interest selected for recording in the memo coincide exactly witb/current jtM 
FBI pubic relations and Congressional relations problems# They make no mention of the - 
known substance of Epstein* s book auid interests# 

That other records do exist is established on this pages ”###proposed answers to 
Epstein's questions will be compiled and submitted for approval#** ^his quite clear^ 
refers to records for which ^ made formal request quite long ago^ 




)fecause of tlie jinrallel with wh§^ I regard as important on the next page I here note 
that while you had some *^f f iculty obtaining a copy of what was within the public domain 
for ne, a copy of a statement to the ^ongress by J# B, Adams t here one was given to Epstein# 
^his third page is a legal counsel addendum# One FBI worry is reflected and wiped 
outf **no problems concerning the FOIA in cooperating "i/ith ^“^r# Epetein#** Now how could the 
FBI - even the FHI - worry about FOIA in providing information when providing information 
is required by FOIA? 

One way is apparent and it is reflected by my request# Could the FBI give information 
exclusively to Epstein? fhisp of course^ is what it did# What they appe^ really to have 
' been worried about was getting away with it# 

The Epstein disinformation having succeeded (recently reprinted in paperback) 

OLC was lightf FOIA as we know it and as the department lets the FHI get away withf is no 
impediment to propaganda activities#' FOBa is merely ignored p violated or botlu 

This is further enabled i£ not added to when appeals are not responded to in*a timely 

manner# In this case not responded to at all* 

OliC and **Extemal Affairs** also were fully aware and tecommended that the department 
be infom^^d that **we joh are cooperating with ^'^# Epstein in the preparation of a book 
regarding the assassination# ••** 

*^his requires that I also appeal the failure to search these files in response to my 

I 

information request as well as for any other policy considerations regarding this blatant 
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laypasriin^ of and violation of FOIA and of my requests which were made long before Epstein* e« 
^^ine still liave not been complied withp my appeals still have not been acted upon* My appeals 
began very long before his (non)requ 0 st* (Remember n^y 1976 testimony in C*A* 75-1 996 And 
the list of these requests 1 tlien gave the Department thou^ counsel And your office on 
ite request when the PHI claimed it could not find them — even after my checks were cashed?) 
The third Campbell to Moore memo attached is of 2/27/76 f apparently again Not Becorded* 
If one is to believe this memOf to believe that it is honest f full And forthright ^ 
one would believe that the PBl is a minor adjunct of an ordinaiy library* ^t refers to 
only what is well and publicly known^ certainly well known to one with Epstein’s past »nd 
from his earlier writing* With one exception if Epstein done nothing but read my 
or the *^'^ew Orleans papers (and he did write a New Orleans book) ho would have known it all* 

It is hardly likely that the FBI spent all that time and money or that Epstein did for what 
is reflected in this memo* I regard it as a typical covei^the-^s FBI exploit in not saying 
what really happened and was discussedf in not reflecting the information And other help it 
gave the known sycophant* 

The single exception is on page reference to Oswald’s allegedly not having 
civilian employment that required security clearance* The FBI’s language is less unequivocal^ 
referring to the "subject of an applicant-type investigation of the PHI*^* 

Here it is apparent that the FBI did in fact do research because reference is to 
obscure Warren Commission testimony* In citing 10H191 of the Commission’s hearings to 
Epstein the FBI said that it "shows that the department in which Oswald was employed had 
no contact or connection with the Army contract work*" (Army Map Sertice and classified*) 

What the witness was really asked there is two different questions* did Oswald work 
on those ^obs and if they were "in your department or under your supervision or dJection?" 

For the head of the photographic department of the printing shop the answer* obviously* 
is that he was not in charge* For an apprentice like Oswald the answer* obviously* is that 
he was not assigned to so expert a task* But this does not address whether or not Oewald 
should havo had security clearance or whether he had access to .cleissified information 
even thou^ not assi^ied to that printing job*^ 






Tills io not the only apporpriate comment on the FH£*s research, if that is vhat it was 
and no more* 

That it may have hoen more can be considered if one examines a page of the transcript 
the Fiil does not cite, p^lige 175« There ii is explicit that the pOLant, which was engag^ 
in classified work, has but a sin^e photogra|Mc department 9 the one to which Oswald was 
assigned and in which he worked* 

Offset printing begins with the photographic departmesnt of the printing operation* 
Printing is accomplished by photographing that which is to be printed* Plates are made 
from the photographs and the printing is from the plates* 

You might want to take administrative note of the fact that I am a recognised pul^ 

* 

lisher 11 * perhaps the country's smallest, that I do my own makeup for printing, that I 
have worked with the offset photographers in the publication of each and every one of the 
books I published and ncr familiar with these operations, and that in each and every oiiyB 
of those publications there was, inevitably, wasted exposed film* Focus, field, reduction 
and exposure are critical elements that cannot always be hit upon exactly each tlmef^' It 
also is not uncommon for errors to be found in copy after the jtotograito are shot, leading 
to ot]ner wasted film* So what the FBI did not c^ddress to Bpsteln where it is subject 
to being accused of misleading him consistent with vhat it wants to be believed rather than 
with reality io in this incomplete '’research*** 

I know of no basis for doubting that with his known past Oowald got a job in a secure 
area of a printing plant that did important classified work and that in this employment 
Oswald could have had access to classified information, 1 rualiidJng discarded film of classi- 
fied content* I ate eilso know of no FBI or any other investigation of this by any official 
agency* As a right-wing newspaper reporter suspects, there was nothing to prevent an Oswald 
from sll 2 :>ping a discarded photograph;i^ of a classified map under his shirt* 

Now if the "Research Section" or any other lert of the FB3L can produce anything to 
the contrary and any reports of any investigation of this I remind y^u any end all such 
- information is within my requests that have not been complied with* I've appealed them* 









Serial 3714 include " a blind nenorandum from fonner SA J* FAFICH his 

revent interview” by Epstein and Butler for the bookf# SAC Albequerque did not have to tell 



FBIHQ that Bapich was FBI liaison with the CIA and the alrtol does not so state* 

^hie^ of|Cou^» is in sharp contraatf as are all other Epitein interviewe with FHI 

personnel, with the spurious representationa made by the FBI in C«A* 75-1996 and other 

identifications 

oases, that it has to withhold SA l/dettffteatlona from me to prevent harassment of the 



defenseless SAs* 

Papich also avoids providing his ”past assignment in the Bureau” in his memo* *He 
does provide a long list of FBI, CIA £uid other people who have spoken to Epstein* 

Otis nans is obliterated on its first page* In space and in sense the name Nosanko Just 

^ 1 

fits* Of course I appeal this, whether or not it is Nosenko* f it is that merely is an- 
other FBI effort to mask its continued withholdings from me under my FOIA requests* 

If the name of the alleged CIA employee in Dallas, ostensibly in a public role, given 
the domestic limitations imposed on the CIA, is known to Epstein there would additionaly 
be no Justification for withholding it* I appeal this* 

A copy of the 2/27/76 Campbell memo from the 105-82555 rather than the 62 file 






is attached to this r«JCord* 

^ the time of the 5/12/76 date of the^ext recor^. Director to SAC* San Antonio, a 
oonsidorable amount of other information and Bpetein interest was known to the PHI* Aside 
from internal HQ distribution copies were went to nine field offices and the Mezloo I^gat* 
There is i>artial obliteration of the otherwise illegible notation of "original filed in,” 
w^ch I appeal* T^s is clearly within my requests and should be neither withheld nor 

X. ^ 

oblitasated* I also appeal the withholding of the names of the SAs involved in the Oswald 
investigation, 10 on pc^ges 2^f and 3, probably all with addresses in the directory of the 
associa^on of former agente in any event *( one still assigned to Mexico in addition*} 

interestingly enought this memo does not extend a caution against speaking to Epstein* 
But it does thpIta clear that FBIHQ wants to control the FBI information Epstein receives* 
Again in contrast to its treatment of my requests this record reflects that FBIHQ undertook 
to inform all the SAs Epstein named of his desire to interview than* 
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Also attached is the same record from the 62-109060 file, where it is Not Hecoided# 

I cannot now tell you whether accident here or from difference in FHI filing this second 
copy is along with Serial 751 9« Otherwise they appeeo:* to oidginate from the sane oopy« 

^ this 62 file copy designation of the original is partly discernible, ^t is to a- 
94 or '*Res€»rch Matters” fil 04 ' 

I do not recall ever reoeiTlng a copy of any record from any such file. Not only is 

a search of this file relevant in this instant matter, it also is essential to comply with 

my actual requests in C.A. 75*1996. In vtow of the current situation in that case as I 

understand it as well as the long and tedious history of that case I beliovB an immediate 

to 

search of and compliancy from any files like this 94 file in addition others I 

have called to your attention, like the 80 file, is important and I ask for it*’ 

Serial 7519 ii of the previous day. In the second paragraph there is an indirect 
admission of having provided Epstein with other than what the FBI calls "public souice 
information,” aka its own "research.” Only ”most” of what was given Epstein was "public." 
Therefore some was not. 

At the top of pagt‘ 2 it is disclosed that Sanford ^ngar was permitted to interview 

legate, •'•et in addition to the contrast this provides with the withholdings from me, even 

in 

in violation of. a ^ourt grder In 1996^Ddx±B fact in the record to which this is Attached 
the identical names are withheld. I do not have to tell you now that at least some of these 
names have been in the public domain via the PBI*s own releases and I believe the others 
are by other means, imcluding the diplomatic lists. I have provided scMne as part of other 
appeals on which you have not acted, particularly with regard to the ^^exico City matter 
*that is the subject of this memo. 

Vfhat this memo recommends and notations indicate was done is that instead of the FEE 
warning the BAs that they were still under secrecy oatli injunction they be infoime<^f the 
Epsjein desire to interview them. This is described as an FBI "courtesy”. 

On page 3 the name of the I^gat, disclosed on the attached Not ^corded ^erial, is 

I 

obUteratod* Consistency is not an FBI vice. 

SudiJenly the FBI is apprehensive about turning down what it without apprehension 
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withholds from the courts and the Con^p^esa: To tuzn down £pstein*B requ 6 Bt« 4 «oooId raise 
queatians in his mind*” If turning any request down( as for the names of SAs^ Is proper 
why should the FBI fear telling the writer that the request is improper or violates 
privacy? The obvious inference is that the FBI had something else in ndndi' 

Whan there was a radical departure from FEE pretctisep telling the former SAs Inr- 
volved/ how to get in touch with Epstein at his ttew Yoxk address^ there is also the ^ 

inference of a Mgt fat FEIHQ hint to each of these former SAa# 

In mkfKLjjqmct sharp contrast is the attached record which rather than dealing with 
the Epstein matter represents normal FBI praotiBet of not^ giving other than known 
sycophants even the time of day 4 * ^n this case withholdings extend from the name of the 
writer to that of the Supervisor In the FBI*b public partf what it calls "external affairsi" ^ 



Instead of telling the SA. in question how to reach the writer at his home oddresm 



here the FBI told the writer that the SA. "would face the possibility of oriainal prosecution 






under the Privacy ley of 1974»" 

Consistency is not an FBI vice with regard to what it called "courtesy" with 
Epstein* In this case the FBI could have sent the writer copLes of public domain informal 
tion of referred him to the National Archives* The public domain information relating to 
the person of interest to this writerp the fabrications of one Garrett Brock Trapnallt as 
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earlier released by Ihe FEE 9 include both his orlminal history and his record of serious 
and in fact dangerous mental illness* (Trapnell has recently been in the news in connection 
with mothei^^u^ter efforts to fly him out of the federal Jail in which is is and attendant 
deaths# A little "courtesy" with regard to the real ^rapnoU have peimittad people 

now dead to be alive and great tragedies to have bean avertedSS') 

^hile not being a lawyer I hesitate to describe the citation of the Privacy Act as 
a deliberate FBI liOf as a layman with some knowledge of the avcdJLable FEE information and 
of the extraordinarily extensive news attention Trapnell* a piAor orlminal career attained 
I do offer the opinion that a larger factual ndsitatement is not easy to conjure up#* 
Trhoughout his criminal life ^rapnell has been all over the front pages* 



It would have been a legEtime function as well as a real courtesy to decent and sane 






people to provide the writer witli copies of the FBI*s own public records of ^rapnell*s 

past, like news stories, or to suggest that he consult the New York Times index# 

Trapnell records are availabe in the Warren Commission records, including medical 

records# Tiaa particular writer could have been referred to his own metropolitan ^altimore 

papers# Even to the head of the zPerkins State hospital, an identification the FBI made 

available a decade ago along with the Trapnell medical histoxy and estimatee# 

I am not indulging in figures of speech and I am not taking time to consult the file 

caused, 

I stopped keeping on ^rapnell. ^ recollectioa is that the last tragedy he riiaiii with 
the dau^ter of the wkMMx woman who I believe lost her life in an earlier eimilar adventure 
to spring Trapnell by air, was about last Christmas# 

Besides tho deaths lo which I refer associated with Trapnell on the public and court 
records are hicjacklng and kidnapping# 

Privacy Indeedl 

I am conoectuxing in saying that there have to be other and withheld FHL records 
besides those the existence of whioh I indicate by reference to the 94 and sAmllar with- 
held files# However, 1 believe It is as reasomable as conoectures oan be to believe that 
when a previosaly trusted and amply assisted sycophant like Epstein exposes what he himself 
describes as a top FEE Soviet informant, whether or not his representatidns are truthful 

t • 

and whether or not it is the now fabled Schevchenko, the FHI must have some relevant recordc^i 
Moreover^ with the abundant and unhidden evidence that Angleton and associates turned 
Epstein around and caused a rewriting and re-focusing of his book and all the extraordinary 
attention it received, and when the net result is a serious accusation that the FHL failed 
miserably with regard to Oswald and with regard to the assassination InvestigatiGOL, it is 
impossible to believe that there is no single relevant piece of ‘FBI paper# 

I intend this appeal in the broadest possible sense, intend it to apply to the general 
releetses and my requests/suits for field office records and my ignored request and ignored 
appeal from denial for copies of the information given to Epstein# 

Because the same kind of information remains/withheld and remaiiis withheld after your 

t 

testimony in 0#A« 75-1996 I am asking my couiisel to call this matter to the attention of 
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the Court in that, case. 

A hasty check of my file shows that I last wrote you about this last September, long 
after wilting you earlier, more than a year ago* 

ta this file I found the attached c*By of the (obliterated) CUD memo to PBI^U 
referring to my earlier and also relevant Nosenko request, wilfawhich to date I have no 
compliance at all* 

The records referred to are, to the best of my recollection, still withhold - after 
more than a year. I also appeal the withholding of the names. If I have no earner** 

I believe all of this Is relevant to my unmet Privacy Act request, another appeal 

on which you have not yet acted* 

* 

I would also like to believe that you and others in the Department will be as hard put 
to find a reasonable eiplanatloa for all of this as I am* With all my prior experience I 
find it Inconceiveable that at the very time the PHI was alleging to a Court, as it did 
in C.A. 75-1996, that complying with my requests was burdensone and it could not, as the 
court suggested, assign personnel to comply a decade after ay limriai requests, it was 
assiffilng all this ts higher-level personnel jutaidB of POIA and going to all this extra 
trouble for a known sycophant - with its only legal concern the POIAI (l have only now found 
a few pages of the 6/30/77 transcript I copied in C.A. 75-1996 and if you doubt my represen- 
tation of the Department's representations to the Court I'll provide copies* I also made the 
aame reqiJest of the FBI after the '^ourt suggested it and instead it refused* ^n fact it 

sent Operation Onslaught agents back to field assignments not to hasten overdue compliance 
in that case*} 

There are other PHI records ^ have not attached. I recall one in which the former CIA 
expert Raymond Hooca, an^ Angeltonian who left with him and a with the Warren 

Comndasion, actually wrote the PH encouraging it to help Epetedn. While it is not relevant 
to an appeal from PHI denial it does reflect the predominating official attitude and it 
does reflect the fact that those of political preconepetiaa did provide information still 
withheld from me under POIA. 






